Schegloff described utterances such as "lemme ask you a question" as pre-questions, pre-pre's or predelicates (Schegloff 1980) . This paper provides a discussion of similar utterances in a specific institutional setting -political radio phone-in programs in Israel. The participants use these utterances in ways that are similar to Schegloff's description. Yet, the pre-construction has additional institutional functions for the differing roles of the host and the caller. Hosts use these utterances to manage the interaction during overlaps as a means to secure an exclusive turn of talk following them. Callers use them infrequently at the beginning of their talk as story-prompts. Hosts may challenge this usage and the interactional role reversal. Regular callers can use the pre-constructions similarly to hosts. In this way, the pre-constructions in the Israeli radio phone-in programs are employed as interactional practices that relate and construct the roles in this institutional setting.
Introduction
described the utterance, "lemme ask you a question," and labored over the paradox of asking a permission to ask a question in a quasi-question form. He solved the paradox by explaining that these types of utterances function as prequestions, pre-pre's, or pre-delicates, as they may project an action while enabling their producers to insert another piece of talk before the projected action, usually a question. Thus, Schegloff stated, following "lemme ask you a question," often a story or another type of talk, not a question, is introduced into the conversation. Only after that element of talk ends does the speaker move to the question that he or she projected in her pre'. Thus, pre's are employed to build a longer turn of talk, and, at their conclusion, the projected action is done, serving as a resource to organize actions in the conversation. Later, Schegloff (2007) connected these pre's to the sequence organization and discussed various types of pre-sequences, such as pre-announcements, in what we may term pre-constructions.
Just as Schegloff opened his paper with an example from a WNBC radio phone-in program (Schegloff 1980: 105) , the current paper also presents a phone-in environment: Israeli political radio phone-in programs. Radio phone-in programs, also known as talkradio, received extended discursive research (cf. Katriel 2004 ) that demonstrated that their talk is institutional (Hutchby 1996; Fitzgerald & Housely 2002) and has specific 528 Gonen Dori-Hacohen sequential and prosodic features (Panese 2010 1 ). In these programs, the paradox surrounding the employment of the pre-constructions, such as "lemme ask you a question," may be even greater than in mundane conversations. Whereas in mundane conversations, questions are used and arguments may erupt, in current-affair radio phone-in conversations, arguments are the fundamental form of interaction both in Israel (Author 2009) and elsewhere 2 (Hutchby 1996; Liddicoat et al. 1995) . Therefore, phone-in interactions can be based on questions and questionings, as questions are used for challenges (Weizman 2008) , which are argumentative moves. There is no interactional need for permission to ask a question, yet radio phone-in participants use pre-constructions, nonetheless, as if to ask for permission before asking questions.
This paper augments the explanation of pre-construction usage in the institutional context of the interactions. Hosts and callers are the roles that construct the institutional setting of the radio phone-in (Fitzgerald & Housley 2002) , and the hosts' role is to manage the interaction as they control it (Hutchby 1996) . One resource for managing phone-ins are vocative, using people's name or terms of address (McCarthy & O'Keeffe 2003) , and the current study demonstrates that pre-constructions also may be used for the same function. Hence, hosts and callers employ the pre-construction as a resource to organize their interaction.
This paper is a result of a larger research project on Israeli current-affairs phone-ins. The corpus is comprised of 80 interactions, totaling over 7.5 hours of talk between and 2006 (Author 2009 . Table 1 presents the programs' various aspects, including time of broadcast, the hosts, and the agenda setting. All pre-constructions were collected, and their position within the interaction was analyzed. A total of 59 pre-constructions were used, and, of these, the majority (48) were employed by the hosts, and only 11 were utilized by the callers. This first finding suggests that pre-constructions are related to the participants' role in this institutional setting, as the qualitative analysis below will demonstrate. The current research suggests that, in Israel, hosts deploy the pre-construction as one resource for controlling the interactions, especially when there are overlaps, as elaborated in the second section. The third section includes cases in which hosts use an 1 Though prosody has an important role in phone-ins and is extensively researched (e.g., Panese 2010), for lack of space and expertise, it will not be discussed here.
2 An analysis of the cultural differences between phone-ins in Israel and elsewhere awaits further research. Yet, it is the host's invariable role to control the program and to manage the interactions.
3 There are two problematic terms in this program name: The interactions are not conversations, as they take place in an institutional setting; and "listeners" refers to participants, who mainly talk. elaborated pre-construction to mark a problematic caller. Callers use the preconstruction as a story-prompt at the beginning of their interaction, as can be seen in the fourth section, which also presents the hosts' responses to these usages. One group of callers, the regulars, 4 as seen in the fifth section, employs the pre-construction in a manner similar to that of the hosts. In the conclusion, we note that these utterances, in addition to serving the functions described by Schegloff (1980) , have specific institutional functions in Israeli political radio phone-in programs.
Hosts' use of the utterance: A managing device
Hosts use the pre-construction to manage the interaction in cases of overlaps. They use the pre-construction when they want to clarify something in the interaction or to promote a specific argument.
In the following interaction, the caller tells a story about a lawsuit that he filed against a reporter. The reporter had published a nude picture of the caller's son, who is a minor league soccer player. During the presentation of the story, the host has some clarifying questions.
( he was constantly writing about your so::n? 11. C: (0.8) eh lo. Mimerc-ken. Hm no. From March-yes.
In this segment, the host tries to get the floor. He starts to ask a question but stops (1:3) and moves to resolve the overlaps (1:2-6). He resolves them verbally without using the mechanisms that Schegloff (2000) described for addressing overlaps. He tries, unsuccessfully, to resolve them by using four "waits" (1:3,4,6) , a structural discourse marker (Maschler 1998) , and a summons (1:6) (cf. Schegloff 1968) . Neither of these elements receives a verbal response from the caller. Then the host uses the utterance "gimme a question," in which he drops the verb (1:7). This pre-construction receives the caller's go-ahead (1:8) (see Schegloff 2007 for go-aheads) and opens the floor to the host's uninterrupted question. The host asks a direct clarifying question about one detail in the caller's story. In this segment, the hosts uses the utterance "gimme a question" to solve an overlap as a means to manage the interaction, and then he gets to his question. Therefore, in this excerpt, the pre-construction is used as a pre-question, and it secures the host's turn of talk, unlike the other resources that the host tried to resolve the overlap.
Whereas the interaction above centers on a narrative, most hosts' pre-constructions are not usually used in narrative interactions. Usually, hosts use pre-constructions in argumentative interactions, to precede their argument. In the following excerpt, the caller rejects the idea of appointing a foreign governor to the Bank of Israel, while the host supports it. =No. Not good enough are we.
The caller presents an argument when he recalls a fugitive from France who became a member of the Israeli parliament (2:1,3). In an overlap, the host starts his argument (2:2), but before he completes it, he moves to resolve the overlap. He solves the overlaps by using "wait" and the word "question" twice (2:4,5). This host uses only the word question, as a shorthand for the utterance "lemme ask you a question" and its variants.
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This first usage leads to a silence (2:5), in which the caller does not talk, and the repetition receives a verbal go-ahead (2:6). The host then recycles part of the talk from the overlap (2:7, see Schegloff 1987 Schegloff , 2000 and completes his challenges of the caller's position, using a "why" question (2:8). Because the caller does not respond to the host's first question, as evident in the silence (2:9), the host pursues a response (Pomeranz 1984b) with a series of questions (2:9-11), which the caller eventually rejects (2:11). Thus, the utterance "question" is employed as a pre-argument, and the argument, in the form of challenging question, follows the pre-construction immediately. The pre-construction precedes the argument, as its main goal is to resolve the overlap cooperatively, unlike the "wait," which demands no response.
In the following interaction, a similar utterance is used as a pre-construction that functions as a pre-pre (Schegloff 1980) . This segment suggests that the role of this utterance is not to precede the question or any other specific action that follows it but, rather, to resolve overlaps and to prepare the floor for the host's extended turn. In this interaction, the participants discuss the "demographic problem" -the Jewish-Israeli term for the future equal numbers of Jewish and non-Jewish citizens. The caller fears this numerical equality because it will lead to the demise of the Jewish state. The host refutes the existence of such a problem and declares that all citizens, regardless of their religions, should be treated equally. Yes. 6 This production of the pre-construction suggests that the variants of the utterance, such as "lemme ask you a question," "can I ask you a question," and "I have a question," may be equivalent, as their focus is on their function and not on their verbal content. 7 The two excerpts presented above demonstrate that callers do not act like other media participants (Greatbatch 1988 (Greatbatch , 1992 Hamo 2006) . Both callers act according to the mundane preference for agreement (cf. Pomerantz 1984a) . The previous caller gives the wrong answer in an agreementdisagreement structure (1:11) , and this caller delays his disagreement and responds only after the host pursues a response (Pomerantz 1984b The host tries to resolve the overlap and to move to his argument, repeating the preconstruction "I have a question" three times (3:1,3,4), one of which is cut off (3:3). Only after the third attempt does he receive the caller's go-ahead (3:5). The host then starts his argument (3:6), and after the first element of his argument, he stops and receives a delayed continuer (3:7; see Schegloff 1982 for continuers). The delay and the continuer suggest that the caller understood that the host was in the midst of an extended turn. The host continues his long analogy to and then starts another analogy to . Following the analogies, the host states that, nowadays, such a divisive position is not acceptable (3:16-20) . Following this statement, the host formulates and reformulates a question (3:20,21). Finally, after this spate of talk from the host, the caller answers. During the host's extended talk, in which the host takes several pauses, the caller does not speak, not because there are no transition-relevant places but, rather, due to the pre-construction utterance. Because the host projected a question, and the caller accepted that projection, the caller awaits that question, and only after he identifies one does he answer. In his role of managing the interaction, the host deploys this pre-construction, which is a pre-pre in the form of a pre-question, "I have a question for you," to ensure a long, uninterrupted turn before an actual question is produced.
This segment demonstrates that a clear argumentative line within a turn following the pre-construction is not needed. One can barely connect the question at the end of this extended turn (3:20) with the talk immediately following "I have a question" (3:4). This segment illustrates, from the host's perspective, the interactional power of the preconstruction as a way to control the interaction and to get an extended turn of talk, regardless of its content.
In the following segment, the host uses the utterance again as a pre-pre, meaning that, after the pre', there is a question, followed by the second main question. The caller first reacts to the preliminary question, showing that she understood the host's preconstruction to be a pre-question, and then she takes the main question to be an argument. In this call, the caller demands a referendum on Israel's decision to withdraw from the Gaza strip. (4) The host uses the pre-construction during an overlap twice (4:1,3), but only the second use leads to the caller's go-ahead (4:4). This go-ahead ensures the host's turn, which he uses to ask a direct question. The caller responds directly in a type-confirming answer (Raymond 2003) and elaborates on her answer (4:7); this suggests that she took this question to be the host's main question. However, in another overlap (4:8), the host asks a follow-up question (see Schegloff 1980: 121) in which he challenges the uniqueness of the evacuation that deems it worthy of a referendum. The caller rejects the premise of the question (4:11) and the action, which she termed an "argument" (4:12) that the questions tried to achieve.
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The pre-construction was, thus, a pre-pre-argument of an argument that the caller rejects.
In summary, hosts use pre-constructions in overlap-saturated environments. They take advantage of their sequential implications to solve the overlap and to secure the floor. This practice is employed following other practices, such as "wait" or "hold on" to solve the overlaps; because the other practices have weaker sequential implications, their employment is not sufficient to secure a host's exclusive turn. Some preconstructions are used similarly to a pre-pre, and are followed by an extended turn of talk before the projected question. In other cases, after the utterances, hosts ask direct questions or questions that are the premises of their arguments. In all cases, hosts use these utterances to manage the interaction, as part of "doing being a host," due to their sequential implication as "pre's." The callers accept this pre-construction and give the host the floor with a go-ahead. The callers do not and, at times, cannot project what the host's question or argument will be, as they cannot foresee the action's or question's trajectory when hosts use the pre's.
The extended utterance: Marking uncooperative behavior
As part of their role, hosts may mark an interaction as problematic by using the preconstruction. In these cases, hosts insert different elements into the pre-construction, extending the simpler versions presented above. By adding elements to the preconstruction or by using marked words in it, hosts demonstrate that they have difficulties asking questions, managing the interaction, and interacting with the caller.
In the following interaction, the host uses an extended pre-construction after the caller disparages the Israeli prime minister and the minister of defense. The caller speaks vehemently, yet the host lets her complete her argument and then tries to ask a question. (5) In this segment, the caller speaks very quickly when she disparages the government and denies the ministers their representation rights (5:1-6). Speaking on the radio, in front of a wide audience, she uses various rhetoric devices (Atkinson 1984) such as contrastive structure (5:5-6), three-part list (5:3-6), and emotive language: "dear God" (5:1), "madness" and "unbelievable" (5:2). Although she speaks quickly, she does have pauses within her talk, during which the host decides not to talk. Thus, the host lets the caller complete her argument, suggesting that he would like to have an interaction in which every side completes his or her argument. Following this rhetorical turn, which the host overlaps at its end, there is a short pause (5:8). The host uses an elaborated pre-construction that involves a less direct type of request -"can I" (Blum-Kulka & Olshtain 1984; Blum-Kulka & House 1989) -to open his pre-construction. During the pre-construction, he inserts the word "just" to minimize the request (5:8), as it may literary mean a quick question, and, finally, he provides an explanation for his upcoming action (5:9-10). As presented above, in other interactions, hosts do not use such expanded requests; therefore, this host, in his expanded pre-construction, marks this interaction as remarkable.
After the pre-construction, the caller does not give a go-ahead but also does not continue with her argument, and there is a short pause (5:11). The host self-selects to continue talking, using a three-part list, to counter the rhetorical aspects of her turn. In his turn (5:11-12) , the host establishes the minister of defense's authority and experience, which the caller has earlier dismissed. The caller is not impressed with these credentials (5:15,17) , as she aggressively (using a nu, 5:15) rejects the question as irrelevant (for an in-depth analysis of nu, see Maschler and Dori-Hacohen, in-press ).
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The caller continues with her arguments and the host tries to present an alternative view. In this second segment, he uses a different utterance as a pre-construction, which expresses his desire to speak at length. In this segment, the host, in a series of overlaps (6:1-2), tries to get the turn of talk. He uses another indirect request, "can I give you another theory" (6:2-3), as a preconstruction to obtain the floor. However, instead of the usual request to ask a question, the host tries to get a permission to present a "theory," demonstrating his wish for a longer-than-usual turn, as "theory" indicates a set of ideas and propositions and, thus, demands a long turn of talk. Further, he ends his pre-construction turn with a vocative, "Iris" (6:3), as a summons, which is supposed to lead to his exclusive turn of talk, yet he fails. The caller lets him finish the pre-construction but does not let him present the theory; by promising to let him talk, she continues to her next topic and denies him a turn (6:7). Thus, the host uses the request for a theory as a pre-construction for an elaborated turn but does not succeed in stopping the caller's flow of talk. This excerpt shows that a host can fail in managing the interaction, yet he has the ability to signal to the caller and to the audience that the caller is not cooperating and should cooperate more. In the case of this particular caller, she does not want to cooperate. Eventually, the host terminates the interaction by disconnecting the caller and then reprimanding her for not cooperating (Dori-Hacohen 2009 ). Yet, both uses of the extended preconstruction occur to mark a problematic caller, as she does not cooperate in the interaction and does not let the host speak. In the next excerpt, taken from a program devoted to the problems in the judicial system, the host uses the extended pre-construction to mark another problematic caller, although this caller poses a different problem. The caller states that the judicial system should be more efficient and that all public services, including the educational system, have problems. The host demonstrates that he has difficulties getting the caller to express a less prosaic and clearer opinion, one that is limited to problems of the judicial system. In an overlap, the host tries to ask the caller for his main argument (7:1,3). The host uses a pre-construction for permission for a question after he uses a couple of "waits" (7:6). Instead of moving to his question, the hosts expand on the request with two additional utterances (7:7). These utterances include a demeaning question ("why do you care?" does not fully capture the Hebrew expression), which is a rhetorical one, and a second statement that the host is the initiator. These utterances suggest that the host is fulfilling his institutional role in asking the questions and managing the interaction, unlike the caller who does not fulfill his duty of stating an opinion clearly enough. Despite the use of an extended version of the pre-construction, the caller still gives the go-ahead (7:8), and then the host repeats the question that he asked in the overlap (compare 7:1,3 to 7:9-10). The host asks the caller to state his main argument. This request shows that the host did not understand the caller's main argument, even at the end of their interaction. It also implies that the caller did not fulfill his role, which is to clearly state an opinion. The lack of clarity and the failure to meet this role explain why the host elaborated on the request for the question.
When hosts expand on the pre-construction, they signal that they need to do more than merely manage the interaction with the specific caller. They demonstrate that the caller does not speak in a cooperative way. This lack of cooperation can be either because the caller does not listen to the host or because he or she does not speak clearly. This function joins the first function to show how the use of the pre-construction is part 538 Gonen Dori-Hacohen of the host's institutional role, either in managing the interaction or in demanding the caller to fulfill his or her role.
Caller story-prompts and their responses
I have presented how hosts use the pre-construction either to solve overlaps or to mark problematic callers. These uses are part of their role as hosts. This section presents a discussion of how callers use these pre-constructions, though they do so less often (11 times out of 59 in the corpus). Moreover, when they use it, usually in the opening of their interactions (see ex. 1 in Schegloff 1980), it is for different functions than those of the hosts, as callers use it as a pre-cursor for a story. The following excerpts demonstrate a caller's use of the pre-construction and how the host responds to it. Just as hosts use various types of pre-constructions for certain reasons, so do callers. At the beginning of this interaction, the caller uses a pre-construction as a pre-question (8:1), and as Schegloff (1980) suggested, it is not followed by a question but by a short story. Even though this form is less direct than some of the host's pre-constructions, it is also used to preface an extended turn of talk. The caller presents a synopsis of a hypothetical situation, in which someone has taken a nude picture of the host's son (8:1-3). Then he moves to his projected question and asks the host what he would do in this situation (8:4). During the pre-construction, the caller provides an abstract of his story (to use Labov's [1972] term) as a story-prompt (Sacks 1974) . In a manner similar to that of the host, in this narrative-based interaction, the caller uses the pre-construction to organize his talk. The host shows that he cannot answer the question both by delaying and stating his response (8:5-6). Indeed, the host accepts the caller's abstract and story-prompt, and he is willing to hear the story, as he cannot even imagine such a state of affairs. Following the host's response, the caller starts telling his story. Although the host did not know the exact answer, he gave the expected response, aligning with the caller and his storyprompt.
Practices for achieving institutional interaction 539
When a caller uses the pre-construction, he or she uses it to project a story in the interaction. The use of the pre-construction by callers is rare, partially because narratives are not preferred in this environment (Hacohen 2007) . Most callers do not present a story and do not use any pre-construction but, rather, simply start their interactions directly with an on-topic discussion. Callers who use stories tend to preface them with pre-constructions as pre-cursors for their stories. When using the pre-cursors as pre-questions, the caller knows the story and, thus, they also know the answer to his or her question. Moreover, as the following excerpt suggests, callers expect the host to either guess an answer or at least affiliate with them about the question and its answer. The previous excerpt was an example in which a story-prompt succeeded. This is not the case in the next example, in which another caller begins his call with a preconstruction that is a story-prompt. Yes. 3. C: (0.7) raciti ledaber itxa al mishteret hatnua.
I wanted to talk to you about the traffic police.
H: mishteret hatnua?
The traffic police? 5. C: ken. We know how much a BMW 730 costs.
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This interaction begins slowly and with many pauses (9:1-3). The caller presents the topic of his call, the traffic police (9:3). The host initiates a clarification sequence regarding the topic (9:4) and completes it (9:6). Then the caller uses the utterance, "I have a question for you" (9:7) and follows it with a question about the cost of an expensive car, specifically a BMW 730 (9:8) . In this case, the pre-construction is followed by a direct question. Because it is a luxury car, the caller expects the host to know that it is expensive. The host, however, does not answer the question, as he does not understand under which guise he is supposed to answer it (9:9) . From his response, it is clear that the host does not see the relevance of the question or its trajectory. The caller, after some hesitation and a pause (9:10), insists on his question and closes his turn by stating that he has a reason for asking (9:12) . The host refuses to answer and counters with a meaningless ironic question (9:13), ironic because orphans do not get discounts when buying trousers. The caller suggests again that the host knows the answer, by trying to use an inclusive "we" (9:15), which the host challenges (not shown here, see Author 2009).
This caller uses the pre-construction for a question as a pre-telling device. By using it, he tries to build the following trajectory: He thought that the answer to his question was known to the host (9:15) and tried to align the host with the point of his story, as an evaluative mechanism (Labov 1972) . However, the host did not follow the caller's trajectory and did not align with him but, rather, rejected the relevance of the question.
Both excerpts include callers that use the pre-construction at the beginning of an interaction. They use it as cursors and as story-prompts to get the host's attention to their story before telling the abstract. Following this opening, both callers use a narrative and use the pre-construction as part of creating a known trajectory to their stories. One of the callers succeeds in prompting the story, while the other fails.
The two excerpts suggest that hosts accept the callers' use of the pre-construction. Hosts may accept or reject the story that these utterances are used to prompt. However, they do not reject the use of the questions themselves, unlike what happens in the following excerpt. (10) [Period. [The next listeners that go on the airAfter the caller presents himself (10:2), the caller says he has "one question" (10:4) . This pre-construction functions as a pre-question, and it is followed by a long silence in which the caller might have expected a go-ahead; however, because he does not get one, he continues to follow the silence with another utterance, changing his action to a request (10:5) . He then uses a split conditional sentence 10 (10:6-8) that creates a perceived asymmetry: The Arabs are allowed to conquer lands (10:6), but the Jews are not allowed to liberate their lands (10:7) . This structure does not create a clear question in Hebrew, which might explain the host's lack of response. Following a short pause, the caller chooses to continue talking (10:8) and restates that this is his question, implying that the split conditional sentence is an interrogative, as many yes/no questions use conditional sentences in Hebrew. The host does not respond (10:9) ; therefore, the caller reiterates that he has another comment, thus pursuing a response (Pomerantz 1984b) .
Unlike the two previous callers, who projected a narrative, this caller creates a political trajectory to the interaction. He tries to makes the host commit to expressing his political opinion through answering the question. Moreover, the language in his utterance makes the asymmetry look unfair, and, thus, the caller expects the host, and everyone else, to reject it. This unfairness projects a negative answer to the question, and a hypothetical answer could look like: "No, it is allowed for Jews to liberate their lands."
The caller's use of the pre-construction does not go unchallenged. Instead of answering the question, the host refutes the caller's right to ask questions ("what do you want", 10:10) and then accuses the caller of switching roles with him (10:10-11) . The host challenges the attempt that the caller makes to reverse their roles, in what Weizman terms an interactional challenge (Weizman 2008) . Using this challenge of the caller's right to ask questions, the host succeeds in not responding to the caller's trajectory and avoids answering the question. Because the host denied the caller's ability to ask questions, the caller adjusts the meaning of his action and claims that it was a general question (10:12-13) . The host accepts this adjustment (10:14) and redirects the question to subsequent callers, showing that he understands the caller's attempt to deflect the attack.
Later in the same interaction, the caller moves to his second topic. The next segment suggests that the caller understands that he is not allowed to ask questions. (11) The caller presents his second action as a "question" (11:1). He then initiates a selfrepair at the first possible position (11:2). The caller changes the presentation of his talk from a "question" to a "remark" (11:2). The self-repair is evident from the use of a "that is" as a repair initiator. The repair may have two explanations, and both relate to the previous excerpt. One possible explanation is that, because he presented his second topic as a remark at the beginning of the interaction (10:9) , the caller self-repairs his presentation to follow his first statement. The second explanation is that, because the host challenged his right to ask questions (10:10-11) , the caller moves from asking a question to making a remark, an unchallengeable action in this setting.
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Regardless of the explanation, the caller's self-repair shows his reluctance to use a pre-question again.
The excerpts from the last interaction relates to knowledge and projectability in the interaction. The callers use the pre-construction before what they assumed is known information that the hosts should share, or alignments, termed O-events by Labov and Fanshell (1977) . These include a response to a son's nude photo (ex. 8), the price of a luxury car (ex. 9), and the unequal treatment of Arabs and Jews (ex. 10). The callers expect the host to answer their questions in the expected way, with indignation or shock (ex. 8), a high numeric value (ex. 9), and rejection of the injustice (ex. 10). The host in ex. 8 acted as projected and accepted the caller's O-event. However, the other hosts acted as though they do not share the assumed knowledge and turned the interaction into D-events (Labov & Fanshell 1977) , in which the participants dispute each other's reality. One host rejected the projected social knowledge (ex. 9), whereas the other rejected the social roles that the caller designated (ex. 10). These responses demonstrate that callers might be challenged when they use a pre-question as a pre-construction. These challenges go hand in hand with the limited use of the pre-construction by callers, which suggest that these utterances are not a resource for the standard caller.
The regular caller: Using the pre-construction as hosts and not as callers
The remark that the caller made in the last example was about a regular caller (11:3). In Israel, the political radio phone-in programs have a small community of regular callers (Dori-Hacohen 2009 ). This section concerns the regular caller's use of the pre-produces it in an overlap, and the host continues with his argument against parents who smoke while their newborn babies are in their strollers (12:5-6) . The caller continues with her bid for the floor, using three instances of "wait" (12:7) and then repeats her pre-construction (12:8) . These actions resemble the hosts' actions in overlaps (compare lines 12:7-8 to 1:6-7, 2:5) .
Even though the host does not provide a go-ahead to the pre-construction, following its use, this caller succeeds in getting an exclusive turn of talk. She does not present a question; rather, she first presents the need for research without presenting the type (12:10) . At the first transition-relevant place, the host does not respond, which suggests that he accepted the caller's bid for an extended turn of talk, and after a short pause, the caller continues (12:11) with the premise of the suggested research. After the host's continuer (12:12) , the caller provides the logic of the research, concluding her turn with what she believes might be the results of the research (12:14) , which would show that cigarettes are the reason for the longevity that she presented. Similar to hosts', the caller's pre-construction did not project what the question or the argument would be about but, rather, came to cooperatively secure her exclusive turn of talk, as is evident from the host's acceptance of her extended turn of talk.
The regular caller in this excerpt uses the pre-construction as a managing practice, solving overlaps, and, thus, succeeds in getting the floor. She acts as hosts usually act, and uses the pre-construction in similar ways to those of hosts. Whereas standard callers employ pre-constructions as a story-prompt, and might be challenged for it, regular callers act similarly to hosts, and use the pre-construction as a practice for managing the interaction without creating any trajectory other than getting the exclusive turn of talk following it.
Conclusion
This paper provides a description of the use of utterances such as "lemme ask you a question" in Israeli political radio phone-in programs. These interactions are used variously by callers and hosts for different reasons. In the programs, callers and hosts converse in an argumentative manner about public affairs. During these interactions, as may be the case in similar argumentative interactions, overlaps occur. The hosts, as part of managing the interaction (Hutchby 1996) , employ several practices to control the interaction and to get an exclusive turn of talk. This paper demonstrated that preconstructions act as one such practice. Hosts use the pre-constructions alongside and after summons or "wait"s in a series of managing practices. The pre-construction has one advantage over other practices -a sequential implication, whereby callers produce a go-ahead, which ensures a host's exclusive turn of talk. Hosts use this utterance as a manifestation of their interactional role. Moreover, they can use it in an elaborate way, to mark an uncooperative caller. Their use of the pre-construction does not create a topical trajectory for their talk, and the caller has no presumed knowledge of the host's projected question.
Unlike hosts, whenever standard callers use the pre-construction, a clear trajectory is created. In the Israeli corpus discussed here, callers use this practice at the beginning of their talk, to organize and frame it, usually as narrative interaction, as the preconstructions function as story-prompts. Thus, when they ask a question following the pre-construction, the callers project that the host shares their knowledge or epistemic stance. This observation suggests that pre-constructions are a resource for creating an epistemic stance in the vicinity of stories. Similar to other actions as assessments (Heritage & Raymond 2005) , in story-prompts, there are resources, such as the preconstruction, to make epistemic claims and to create shared epistemic stances.
Hosts can respond to the caller's pre-construction in different ways, as they are in charge of managing the interaction. Hosts may accept a trajectory and align with the caller by giving the expected answer and then listen to the caller's story. Conversely, hosts may reject such a trajectory, answer in an unexpected way, and reject the story or the argumentative path that the caller created, following his or pre-construction. The host's ability to go against the caller's trajectory shows once again that hosts are managing the interaction, and that this is their institutional role -to lead the discussion.
This employment of the pre-construction, however, is true only for standard callers. Regular callers are familiar with the programs and share a status similar to that of the hosts, as part of the egalitarian ethos of the Israeli communication pattern (Katriel 2004) . Therefore, regular callers use the pre-construction as a managing practice, similarly to the usage of hosts.
The explanation presented above connects the use of the pre-construction in Israeli current-affairs phone-ins with the settings and roles in the interaction as well as exemplifies the use of interactional power in the phone-in setting (Hutchby 1999) : Hosts use the pre-construction in an undisturbed way, whereas standards callers may fail when they use the same construct. When callers fail in their usage, it is due to hosts' control over the interaction. Because regular callers share interactional power similar to that of hosts, they can use the pre-construction to manage the interaction.
The pre-construction is a differential technique available to various parties in relation to their institutional (phone-in) omnirelevant category membership (Fitzgerald & Housley 2002) . This explanation joins practices in institutional settings (cf. Heritage & Sorjonen 1994 ) with those of media programs (Greatbatch 1988) . It shows how one type of utterance is used for several different functions by the participants in the interaction. Both participants adjust the mundane practice to create their institutional role within the institutional setting. Future research should explore the use of the preconstruction in other institutional settings, such as the teacher-student interaction, doctor-patient interaction, and other media interactions, and compare the various usages across settings.
